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This paper deals with the problem of unequal representation of countries in international 
surveys, and the differences in data quality between survey projects, both obstacles to 
cross-national comparative research. The first part of the paper investigates international 
surveys on general population samples conducted in South-East Europe in the period 
between 1990 and 2010. Documentation of country participation in both general and 
region- or theme-specific survey projects shows that some countries are systematically 
excluded from surveys. Consequently, from comparative perspective, the generalizability 
of research results is not only limited but also potentially biased, omitting atypical cases. 
The second part of the paper focuses on the quality of surveys. It finds that the most 
problematic element of surveys is survey documentation, an essential component of the 
data. Without documentation the value of datasets, analyses using them and conclusions 
drawn on their basis are questionable. The proposed synthetic measure of data quality, the 
Survey Quality Index, could lead to setting standards for the documentation of the survey 
process, and thus facilitate cross-national research and allow for meaningful integration of 
existing survey data.
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INTRODUCTION
Ideally, when conducting cross-national analyses, one would like to have data 
from all countries of interest collected simultaneously, according to identical 
methodology, following unified standards and procedures, and with uniformly 
high quality of survey documentation. Longitudinal research also requires 
equal intervals between measurements and full coverage of all countries in all 
measurement points. In practice, this is hardly ever the case, since the recent 
growth in number of academic cross-national surveys has not been frequently 
accompanied by greater equality in country participation or by improvement 
of survey quality (Heath, Fisher & Smith 2005; Smith, Fisher & Heath 2011). 
Failure to meet well-established requirements of cross-national research results in 
various sources of error and bias. As a result, data quality issues and the absence of 
adequate documentation are among the major problems facing comparative survey 
research (Granda & Moschner 2013; Schoene & Kolczynska 2014). The problem 
of unequal representation of countries in international survey projects limits the 
variation of macro-structural characteristics. Generally speaking, poorer, less 
developed, and non-Western countries tend to be under-researched and often lack 
high-quality survey data. The absence of survey data compatible with established 
scientific standards forces researchers to accept the data deficiencies, which closes 
the circle. 
Country representation in surveys and data quality are important for research. 
The consequence of unequal representation is a host of empirical studies that 
systematically fail to include certain countries. Systematic under-representation 
does not allow for generalizing findings to particular kind of countries and thus 
hampers the development of social theory. Poor data quality translates into findings 
that are biased in an unknown but potentially critical way. 
The objective of this article is twofold: (1) to document the (under)representation 
of South-East European countries in cross-national surveys, and (2) to assess and 
compare the quality of data and survey documentation in these surveys. The more 
general aim is to propose a standard of international survey documentation which 
would facilitate cross-national research and allow for meaningful integration of 
existing survey data.
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Representation of Balkan countries in international survey projects
This study covers Southeastern Europe (SEE), defined as the following set of 
countries: Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, 
Kosovo*1, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Slovenia, Romania, and Turkey2. 
All these countries share certain characteristics related to either their communist 
past or history of Ottoman rule. Despite certain historical and cultural similarities, 
these 13 countries are very different with regard to the current level of economic 
development and quality of democratic rule. At present, some of these countries 
– Greece (joined in 1981), Cyprus and Slovenia (2004), Bulgaria and Romania 
(2007) and Croatia (2013) – belong to the European Union, while the rest (Albania, 
Bosnia-Hercegovina, Kosovo*, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey) are 
candidate countries or potential candidates.
The time scope is limited to 21 years, and covers the period between 1990 and 
2010. The timing and the geographical criterion led to the selection of following 
international survey projects: Applicant and Candidate Countries Eurobarometer3 
(ACCEB), Consolidation of Democracy in Central and Eastern Europe (CDCEE), 
Eurobarometer4 (EB), Life in Transition Survey (LITS), European Quality of 
Life Survey (EQLS), European Social Survey (ESS), European Values Study 
(EVS), International Social Survey Program5 (ISSP), and the World Values Survey 
(WVS). These surveys are listed in Table 16, while information about participation 
in surveys by country and year can be found in Appendix 1.
Table 1 Basic information about survey projects.
Name of survey Acronym Web site Covers years
Applicant and Candidate Countries 
Eurobarometer
ACCEB http://www.gesis.org/eurobarometer-
data-service/survey-series/candidate-
countries-eb/
2001-2004
Consolidation of Democracy in Central 
and Eastern Europe
CDCEE http://zacat.gesis.org/webview/ 1990, 1999
Eurobarometer EB http://www.gesis.org/eurobarometer 2004-2010
European Quality of Life Surveys EQLS http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/surveys/
eqls/index.htm
2007
European Social Survey ESS http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/ 2000-2010
European Values Study EVS http://www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu 1991-2008
International Social Survey
Program
ISSP http://www.issp.org/ 1998, 2008
Life in Transition Survey LITS http://www.ebrd.com/pages/research/
economics/data/lits.shtml
2006, 2010
World Value Survey WVS http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/ 1990-2007
Ask. Vol. 23 (1, 2014): 57–7860
Among the selected survey projects one may distinguish two groups of surveys: 
general cross-national survey projects, and region-specific projects. The first group 
is distinguished by its readiness to include all countries that are able and willing 
to meet the projects’ criteria and standards, whether this inclusiveness is delimited 
geographically (ESS, EVS, EQLS), or not (WVS, ISSP). The second group 
consists of projects targeted at a pre-defined set of countries chosen according to 
some criteria related to the projects main theme: European transition countries in 
LITS and CDCEE, or EU member-states and EU-candidates in EB and ACCEB 
respectively. This division will be important when comparing country inclusion in 
survey projects, because while participation in general survey projects is, at least 
theoretically, open to all, in case of targeted projects some countries are a priori 
not included.
Table 2 presents frequencies of country participation in the 9 relevant survey 
projects, in total, as well in the two subsets: general surveys and targeted/region-
specific surveys. Apart from the total number of appearances by country, the table 
also includes participation rates calculated as a ratio of the number of surveys the 
country participated in divided by the total number of surveys.
Table 2 Representation of SEE countries in general international surveys with trust item.
General survey projects Targeted/region-specific survey 
program
TOTAL
 ESS EVS WVS ISSP EQLS Sum Partici-
pation 
rate
EB LITS CDCEE ACCEB Sum Partici-
pation 
rate
Global 
sum
Global 
partici-
pation 
rate
No. of rounds 5 3 4 2 1 15 7 2 2 4 15 30
Albania 0 1 2 0 0 3 0.20 0 2 0 0 2 0.13 5 0.18
Bosnia-Her-
zegovina
0 1 2 0 0 3 0.20 0 2 0 0 2 0.13 5 0.18
Bulgaria 3 3 1 1 1 9 0.60 7 2 2 4 15 1.00 24 0.73
Croatia 2 2 1 1 1 7 0.47 7 2 0 0 9 0.60 16 0.51
Cyprus 3 1 1 2 1 8 0.53 7 0 0 4 11 0.73 19 0.60
Greece 4 2 0 0 1 7 0.47 7 0 0 0 7 0.47 14 0.47
Kosovo* 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.07 0 1 0 0 1 0.07 2 0.07
Macedonia 0 1 2 0 1 4 0.27 4 2 0 0 6 0.40 10 0.31
Montenegro 0 1 2 0 0 3 0.20 0 2 0 0 2 0.13 5 0.18
Romania 2 3 2 0 1 8 0.53 7 2 2 4 15 1.00 23 0.69
Serbia 0 1 2 0 0 3 0.20 0 2 0 0 2 0.13 5 0.18
Slovenia 5 3 2 2 1 13 0.87 7 2 2 4 15 1.00 28 0.91
Turkey 2 2 4 1 1 10 0.67 7 2 0 4 13 0.87 23 0.73
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First of all, data in Table 2 show that there are large differences in country 
participation within survey projects. For example, Turkey was represented in 
all 4 waves of the World Values Survey, while Greece and Kosovo* have not 
participated at all. Every survey program except the European Values Study has 
totally left out between 2 and 10 of the countries in the region. Generally, the 
leader in survey participation is Slovenia, followed by Bulgaria, Romania and 
Turkey. The least represented country is Kosovo*, followed by most of its Western 
Balkan neighbors: Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro and Serbia.
Patterns of participation and non-participation differ between general and 
targeted surveys. While in the first group frequencies of participation range from 
0 to the maximum and include interim values, targeted survey projects are an “all 
or nothing” game: countries either participate in all waves of a given program, or 
not at all, with few exceptions.
Moreover, because some countries are systematically not included in surveys 
more often than others, inequality in participation between countries is even more 
pronounced across surveys. Slovenia is the country with the highest participation 
rate as well as one of the only two countries present in all survey projects covered 
by this analysis. This is probably thanks to its “double status”: Slovenia is a post-
transition country, the most developed of the SEE region, and a member of the 
European Union, which secures a place for it in both general and targeted surveys. 
Next come Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey, followed by Cyprus and Croatia, the 
latter two with much lower participation in targeted East European surveys. The 
middle of the raking is taken up by Greece and Macedonia. Although the two 
countries have shared much of their history, political developments during the 20th 
century led them to follow different routes resulting in significantly higher levels 
of economic performance and European integration for Greece, and an extended 
period of political and economic transition in Macedonia. This explains the higher 
participation of Greece in general surveys and the inclusion of Macedonia in more 
targeted surveys. Last comes the rest of the Western Balkans: Albania, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, and finally Kosovo*. Those are the countries 
whose road to democracy and economic liberalization was additionally impeded 
by ethnic conflicts and/or internal political crises.
As a result, a researcher wishing to analyze survey data on post-Yugoslav 
Slovenia can choose from 28 survey waves more or less evenly distributed from 
1990 to 2010. Her or she will have a few less to work with in the cases of Bulgaria, 
Romania and Turkey. Meanwhile, survey-based research examining Albania or 
Kosovo* could only cover the period from the early 2000s onward. 
The level of participation in major international public opinion surveys varies 
by country and region, as globally summarized by Heath, Fisher and Smith in 2005, 
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and in their sequel six years later (Smith, Fisher & Heath 2011). In a similar study 
Słomczyński and Tomescu-Dubrow (2006) focused on East European Countries 
and demonstrated that participation in cross-national surveys was negatively 
related to the country’s level of political and economic development. 
The ranking of countries presented in Table 2 confirms findings of Słomczyński 
and Tomescu-Dubrow (2006) in their analysis of representation of post-communist 
European countries in cross-national public opinion surveys in the period 1989-
2004. Even though their analysis was based on a somewhat different set of survey 
projects and had broader geographical scope, it shows that, within the SEE region, 
most developed countries like Slovenia and Hungary participate in international 
surveys 6 to 17 times more often than the countries least represented at the time 
– Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia and Albania. The comparison of rankings 
from 2006 and the current analysis underscores the persistence of inequality in 
survey participation, which means that empirical studies using data from cross-
national survey projects systematically fail to cover the same countries. Because 
countries are left out of international collaboration projects typically because of 
certain political and/or economic factors, and as a result – like in the example of 
the Balkans – tend to differ from countries more frequently participating in these 
surveys in a nonrandom way. Hence conclusions about the region as a whole are 
being drawn on the basis of a biased sample of countries.
QUALITY OF DATA IN INTERNATIONAL  
SURVEY PROJECTS
Data quality may be defined as “degree to which a set of inherent characteristics 
fulfills requirements” (ISO 9000:2005: 7)”, “the correspondence to specifications, 
expectations or usage requirements” (Eppler 2006: 369), or finally “freedom from 
deficiencies” (Juran 1988: 27).
The term “data”, although typically taken for granted, requires a few explanatory 
words. In this analysis I define data as the dataset and documentation. This is because 
only proper documentation, i.e. codebooks, questionnaires, and methodological 
reports, allow the researcher to gain enough knowledge about the contents of the 
dataset to use it properly in analyses. Without documentation the dataset if just a 
table with numbers without meaning, and only proper documentation makes the 
numbers usable in statistical research.
There are various sets of criteria used for evaluating survey data quality7 to 
choose from. In this analysis, I combine several measures related to the quality 
of different stages of the survey process (Haselden & White 2001). In doing so, I 
rely on publicly accessible survey documentation. I work from the assumption that 
lack of relevant information on specific quality aspects means lack thereof, and – 
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in a more general sense – that the quality of data coincides with the quality and 
completeness of the metadata (Schoene & Kolczynska 2014). In this meaning the 
difference between good and bad data is as between risk and uncertainty.
Quality indicators have been divided into three groups: documentation of 
sampling, documentation of fieldwork, and information on documented or actual 
response-rates. Documentation of sampling refers to the level of detail and 
preciseness with which survey documentation covered the sampling process and 
characteristics of the sample. For the purposes of this study, I considered sample 
and sampling documentation “detailed” if it clearly identified the country’s 
sampled population, sampling frame and sampling method in a way that would 
allow replication. I classified it as “partial” in cases where countries had separate 
sampling descriptions, but lacked complete information. Documentation qualified 
as “insufficient” when only brief summaries for whole survey waves were available. 
Documentation of fieldwork includes information on questionnaire translation 
method, pretest and fieldwork control, as well as dummy variables indicating 
whether the given procedure was mentioned in the survey documentation or not.
Documented or actual response-rates refers to survey response and non-
response. In the composite measure of survey quality, I abstain from using response 
rates or unit non-response as an indicator of survey quality, as this measure loses 
relevance when comparing surveys carried out using different sampling designs, 
specifically random sampling with and without substitution, or name- with 
address-based samples. At the same time, surveys cannot be “punished” for using 
less preferred sampling methods, because in some countries random sampling 
is simply not possibly due to lack of access to or existence of sampling frames 
(e.g. Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bagić 2011). However, because response rate is an 
important indicator and probably the most frequently reported single measure of 
survey data quality, I include it in the analysis as a dichotomous variable with the 
value of 1 indicating that information about response rates is at all available in 
survey documentation, and 0 if no information could be found (e.g. EB, CDCEE, 
ACCEB, sporadic cases in other surveys). The second element of survey response 
is actual item non-response calculated directly from the available survey datasets. 
Item non-response is the percent of missing values, “Don’t Knows” or other “No 
Survey Responses” (NSR), to the question on trust in the national parliament.
Even if not included as a component of the Quality Index, response rates 
deserve some descriptive attention, because they are the most basic piece of 
information allowing the assessment of the representativeness of a given dataset. 
In some cases however, then the response rate is given as the final number without 
any explanation about how it was calculated or breakdown of the target sample, 
having this information may lead to more questions than answers, especially if the 
number is unusually high or low. Analysis of response rate distribution as well as 
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research practice and expert assessment suggests that response rates below 45% or 
above 80% should be subject to additional scrutiny. Among surveys covered in this 
analysis response rates below 45% were reported only once: in EVS 4 (2008) in 
Greece it was 33%, which for a face-to-face interview is very low, especially given 
the average response rate for Greece in other surveys equal to 63.8%. Cases of very 
high response rate exceeding 80% were more frequent: ESS 5 (Bulgaria), EVS 2 
(Slovenia), EVS 3 (Greece), EVS 4 (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro), 
ISSP 1998 (Bulgaria), EQLS 2 (Bulgaria), LITS 1 (Albania), WVS 3 (Bulgaria, 
Macedonia, Slovenia), WVS 4 (Montenegro), and WVS 5 (Cyprus). The most 
interesting example is EVS 3 in Greece, where apart from the 0.82 response rate 
figure there is missing information about primary sampling units, quota controls, 
or substitution, even though this information is available for other country surveys 
in that EVS wave (Halman 2001). In WVS 3, the technical report for Bulgaria 
and method of calculating the response rate suggest that there were no ineligible 
respondents, while WVS 3 Macedonia and WVS 4 Montenegro fail to indicate the 
total number of issued sample units. 
For the quantitative analysis of survey quality the unit of observation is “survey 
*wave*country”, because all quality indicators are specific to individual country 
surveys within a survey program. Coding schemes are presented in Table 3.
Table 3 Survey Quality Indicators and Coding Schemes.
Indicators Coding
1. Documentation of sampling
Sampling description 0: insufficient
1: partial
2: detailed
2. Documentation of fieldwork
Translation method 0: none or not mentioned in documentation
1: reported in documentation
Pretest 0: none or not mentioned in documentation
1: reported in documentation
Fieldwork control 0: none or not mentioned in documentation
1: reported in documentation
3. Documented or actual response/non-response rates
Response rate 0: no information
1: information available
Actual item non-response* % of missing answers
* Non-response defined as refusal, don’t know, no answer, can’t choose, difficult to say, other missing.
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Table 4 shows by-survey averages of all six dimensions of quality. The 
first observation to make is that many surveys are consistent as to what types 
of information they do or do not include in their survey documentation, and in 
roughly half of survey projects all country*waves were assigned the same value, 
as indicated by the zero standard deviation. The best and stable data quality is 
offered by the European Social Survey, which scored highest in all dimension 
and has the lowest average item non-response. On the other side of the spectrum 
there is ACEEB, CDCEE and EB, with low scores in all dimensions across all 
country*waves. Other surveys are in-between, with data quality differing between 
countries or changing over time.
Table 4 Data Quality Index means by survey program*.
Survey N Sample 
quality
Response rate 
availability
Item  
nonresponse
Translation Pretest Fieldwork 
control
ACEEB 20 1
(0)
0
(0)
8.00%
(3.29 ppt)
0
(0)
0
(0)
0
(0)
CDCEE 6 1
(0)
0
(0)
10.5%
(6.78 ppt)
0
(0)
0
(0)
0
(0)
EB 53 1
(0)
0
(0)
6.26%
(3.49 ppt)
1
(0)
0
(0)
0
(0)
LITS 21 2
(0)
1
(0)
3.91%
(1.97 ppt)
0.52
(0.51)
1
(0)
0
(0)
EQLS 8 2
(0)
1
(0)
4.04%
(2.05 ppt)
1
(0)
1
(0)
1
(0)
ESS 21 2
(0)
1
(0)
3.38%
(1.31 ppt)
1
(0)
1
(0)
1
(0)
EVS 22 1.18
(1.01)
0.82
(0.40)
3.39%
(2.24 ppt)
0.36
(0.49)
0.73
(0.46)
0.82
(0.39)
ISSP 7 0.57
(0.53)
0.86
(0.38)
4.34%
(1.82 ppt)
0
(0)
0
(0)
0
(0)
WVS 21 1.14
(0.57)
0.71
(0.46)
4.73%
(2.92 ppt)
0.29
(0)
0.14
(0.36)
0.33
(0.48)
Total 179 1.30
(0.61)
0.50
(0.50)
5.28%
(3.42 ppt)
0.56
(0.50)
0.39
(0.49)
0.30
(0.46)
* Variable means with standard errors in parentheses.
In order to capture the underlying construct of data quality, the Survey Quality 
Index was constructed using factor analysis of the six selected components: 
information about response rate, non-response to items on trust in parliament, 
assessment of description of the sample and sampling, and presence of documented 
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translation method, pretest and fieldwork control. Summary statistics of the six 
dimensions of the Survey Quality Index, as well as factor loadings, are presented 
in Table 5. Descriptive statistics show that the average quality of sample and 
sampling documentation among analyzed surveys is better than “partial”, but far 
from “detailed”. Any information about response rates is available for less than 
half of survey*wave*countries included in this analysis, which makes it hardly 
possible to compare representativeness across surveys. Response rate correctness 
is even less satisfactory due to the large number of surveys with no relevant 
information. Average item non-response to the question on trust in the national 
parliament is 5.28%, ranging from 0% in some Eurobarometer surveys and WVS 
2005 in Turkey, to 23% in CDCEE in Bulgaria, 1999. A translation method was 
indicated in just over half of the reviewed cases, pre-test in 39% and some kind of 
fieldwork control was reported in 30% of cases.
The Component Loadings column contains information about the structure 
of the latent measure of survey quality with factor loadings being correlations 
between individual components and the latent factor. All correlations are high, 
and even the component with lowest (absolute) value, i.e. translation with 0.254, 
significantly contributes to the resulting survey quality measure. The most important 
from among the six dimensions of quality are those related to the availability of 
information about pretesting, fieldwork control and response rates. 
Table 5 Distribution of the Survey Quality Indicators and Their Correlations with the 
Survey Quality Index* 
Indicators Mean Std dev Component 
loadings**
1. Documentation of sampling
Sample quality 1.30 0.608 0.798
2. Documentation of fieldwork
Translation 0.560 0.497 0.254
Pretest 0.390 0.488 0.912
Fieldwork control 0.302 0.460 0.744
3. Documented or actual response/non-response rates
Response rate present 0.497 0.501 0.857
Item nonresponse (%) 5.278 3.424 -0.528
* The unit of analysis is “survey*wave*country”, N=179. 
** Eigenvalue = 3.099, explained variance = 51.652%
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A comparison of mean Survey Quality Index scores by survey program 
presented in Table 6 shows that most of the variation in data quality occurs on the 
level of surveys (eta-squared = 0.84). The distribution of some of those measures is 
far from normal, and information about the median and median absolute deviation, 
measures which are more resilient to extreme values, gives a better orientation in 
the data than just means.
The unrivalled winner in this competition is the European Social Survey with 
the mean and median quality scores almost 1.5 of standard deviation away from the 
global average. In concrete terms, all country*waves of ESS received top scores in 
all quality dimensions, in addition to the lowest item non-response rate (3.4%). This 
result confirms frequent opinions on the high standards of ESS, which is put forward 
as a quality benchmark for others to aspire to (e.g. Jagodzinski & Wolf 2009).
Table 6 Survey Quality Index means by survey program.
Survey Mean Std dev Median Median Absolute Deviation N
ACCEB -1.020 0.164 -1.020 0.124 20
CDCEE -1.145 0.337 -1.045 0.149 6
EB -0.769 0.173 -0.756 0.099 53
LITS 0.848 0.153 0.906 0.099 21
EQLS 1.441 0.102 1.446 0.097 8
ESS 1.474 0.065 1.453 0.030 21
EVS 0.662 0.920 1.219 0.354 22
ISSP -0.547 0.374 -0.325 0.129 7
WVS -0.143 0.573 0.045 0.364 21
EQLS, LITS and EVS come next, with mean scores around one standard 
deviation better than average. What is also of interest is that while ESS and 
EQLS maintain high quality across countries, EVS has seen major improvement 
in terms of quality assurance. In the case of EVS, the median is visibly higher 
than the mean, which points to the presence of some extremely low values. The 
worst survey projects in terms of quality are both regional studies carried out in 
Eastern Europe: the ACEEB and the CDCEE, with the standard Eurobarometer 
only slightly ahead. In those cases, the weak results translate to vague, bulk sample 
descriptions for all study waves, high item non-response rates (8%, 10.5% and 
6.3% respectively), usually no information on other quality indicators, and even 
lack of reported response rate.
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Mean and median values of Survey Quality Index by country (Table 7) reveal 
an interesting pattern: countries with low survey participation tend to have higher 
average or median scores than those participating more often. Specifically, the 
country with the highest score is Kosovo*, which took part in only two survey 
waves (EVS in 2008 and LITS in 2010, cf. Appendix 1). In most cases medians are 
much lower than the means, caused by the relatively higher number of low-quality 
surveys compared to those with above-average quality.
Table 7 Survey Quality Index means by country.
Country Mean Standard deviation Median
Median Absolute 
Deviation
Number of 
surveys
Albania 0.636 0.739 0.906 0.313 5
Bulgaria 0.658 0.639 -0.756 0.289 24
Bosnia-Herzegovina -0.345 1.085 0.906 0.313 5
Cyprus -0.191 1.009 -0.756 0.265 19
Greece 0.410 1.040 0.232 0.987 14
Croatia 0.202 0.976 -0.140 0.616 16
Kosovo* 1.155 0.259 1.063 0.156 2
Montenegro 0.441 0.889 0.906 0.313 5
Macedonia 0.108 0.998 0.045 0.800 10
Romania -0.248 1.004 -0.756 0.289 23
Serbia 0.453 0.927 0.906 0.313 5
Slovenia -0.052 1.025 -0.325 0.696 28
Turkey -0.146 0.862 -0.553 0.221 23
At the same time, two countries which frequently participated in surveys 
tend to have the lowest average and median scores – Romania and Cyprus. The 
explanation could be that countries with higher inclusion in survey projects – 
generally the more developed countries, now in the EU – have been included in the 
low-quality surveys from the Eurobarometer family, as well as the CDCEE study. 
These country averages are thus largely a consequence of decisions about what 
countries to include in what survey projects. To some extent, this is a derivative 
of political arrangements in the region, and to a much lesser extent depends on 
the country’s characteristics, in particular its level of economic and democratic 
development.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
As I have shown, differences in country representation in international public 
opinion surveys and unequal quality of data between survey projects constitute 
a major challenge to cross-national research. The first leads to the less-surveyed 
countries being systematically left out of from comparative analyses, and – 
especially in case of countries without developed social research infrastructure 
– out of the global network of social science researchers. The consequence of 
the latter is a still meager body of research based on data coming from more 
than a single survey program. One of the reasons for the nonchalant approach 
to documentation quality is the lack of universally recognized (and respected) 
standards of quality assurance in public opinion surveys.
It is worth emphasizing that while non-participation in surveys is related to 
country characteristics, the variation in survey quality occurs on the between-
survey level, and to a large extent is the consequence of lack of appropriate 
survey documentation, not poor quality indicators. A flagrant example is missing 
information on response rates in EB, ACCEB, CDCEE, as well as in select 
countries in WVS, EVS and ISSP. This lack of open access to documentation in 
especially surprising given the ease of information management and sharing with 
modern communication technologies. Due to such fundamental deficiencies in 
available documentation, some key aspects of survey quality, e.g. sampling design, 
relevance of sampling frames and response rates per se, could not be assessed at 
all, and substitutes were introduced, such as the crude measure of “availability of 
response rate”.
These information gaps are problematic on at least two levels. First of all, they 
hamper academic research, both by creating moral dilemmas for researchers on 
whether to use scantly documented data or not, and by affecting quality assessment, 
and arguably quality, of obtained results. Furthermore, without appropriate 
documentation researchers are not able to share feedback about data quality to 
survey sponsors and fieldwork teams, nor calculate survey quality measures 
beyond what is provided.
Specifically, the lack of response rates by country prevents researchers from 
controlling for survey representativeness – one of the main benefits of survey 
research. As Mohorko, de Leeuw and Hox write referring to the Eurobarometer 
surveys, “[u]nfortunately, there is no detailed information on response rates made 
available publicly and on a regular basis by the principal investigator, that is, 
the European Commission’s Eurobarometer unit. Still, there is some indication 
that response rates vary between countries” (2013: 4). Indeed, some reports on 
different issues include by-country response rate tables, with values ranging from 
as low as 21% in Great Britain (EB 56.1, Gallie & Paugam 2002) to as high as 88% 
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in France (EB 59.2, Coenders, Lubbers & Sheepers 2005 a, 2005b). Given the 
direct link between response rate and the likelihood of non-response bias (Groves 
2006, Groves & Peytcheva 2008), these numbers alone provide sufficient grounds 
for concern. This problem is not corrected by providing users with different types 
of weights (as many as 13 in Eurobarometer datasets), because weights do not fix 
nonresponse bias for factors uncorrelated with weighting factors or factors with 
unknown population benchmarks (DeBell 2012). Additionally, weight calculation 
methods vary both between, and within surveys, and are rarely sufficiently 
documented.
Secondly, it is disturbing to realize that major components of publicly funded 
projects, such as complete survey documentation, are not publicly available. The 
deficiencies of the Eurobarometer product made available to data consumers 
become even less understandable considering that at least part of the unpublished 
information does exist, or at least existed at one point (e.g. response rates were 
necessary for calculation of weights), and given the massive budget allocated to 
Eurobarometer surveys (TED 2011, TNS 2011). 
Additionally, poor or unknown data quality raises doubts as to the validity of 
results, and thus reduces the impact of research, whether on scientific progress 
or policy recommendations, the latter being an explicit goal of Eurobarometer 
studies (cf. European Commission Public Opinion website). At the same time, 
the responsibility stemming from publishing EU opinion poll data is enormous. 
Suffice to say that a Google.com search for only the exact phrase “Eurobarometer 
survey shows” on September 4, 2014, yielded 367 thousand results.
In the area of cross-national studies, discussions of quality in terms of cross-
national ‘error’ and ‘quality’ have been overshadowed by the manifold aspects of 
‘comparability’ and ‘equivalence’ (Harkness 1999, see also Lupri 1969). Awareness 
of the error is in turn an indicator of the level of scientific development (Hyman 
1954: 4). Besides drawing attention to the problem of unequal survey data quality 
itself, the aim of this paper was to propose a minimal scope of metadata to be 
publicly released as part of the standard package or triad, besides the (substantive 
or raw) data, and paradata. A uniform way of documenting the survey process 
would moreover help to avoid “alarms buried in documentation” (Mohler 2013). 
Naturally, the six criteria for survey assessment could – and even should – be 
expanded to gradually improve survey documentation standards, thus extending 
the scope of possible quality-related analyses. To continue the example of survey 
response: for researchers concerned with the quality of data used in secondary 
analyses, it is desirable to have access to more detailed information on response 
rates, e.g. by age group or type of dwelling, such as in case of the Chinese General 
Social Survey (Bian & Li 2012) or in form of routine extensive reports of the 
teams of the European Social Survey (Matsuo & Loosveldt 2013 for ESS 2010) 
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and the European Quality of Life Survey (Petrakos, Kleideri & Ieromnimon 2010). 
Other proposed measures may be developed respectively.
Using the Survey Quality Index, in the proposed or modified form, to assess the 
quality of released survey data, would increase the control over quality levels and 
thus encourage organizers and/or sponsors to pay more attention to data quality 
and completeness of documentation. Improved survey data would undoubtedly 
pay off in more valid and reliable research results and better understanding of 
contemporary societies.
NOTES
1  The asterisk refers to the following footnote: “This designation is without prejudice to 
positions on status, and is in line with UNSC 1244 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo 
Declaration of Independence.”
2  As Wendy Bracewell and Alex Drace-Francis state, “[t]here is no generally agreed 
definition of South-Eastern Europe, but there are many reasons for this uncertainty” 
(1999: 47). The discussion of those reasons and the various delimitations of SEE is 
however beyond the scope of this paper. For more on Southeastern Europe and its 
relation to the Balkans see e.g. Todorova 1997, or Lampe 2006.
3  Of the 10 ACEEB surveys carried out in 2001-2004 I selected one survey per year. 
Because this study is a part of a bigger research agenda dealing with political trust, the 
first criterion was the presence of question items about trust in state institutions. Of the 
two surveys that included questions about political trust in 2003 I chose the earlier one to 
match the spring fieldwork in the other three. The resulting surveys are: 2001.1, 2002.2, 
2003.2, and 2004.1.
4  The first Eurobarometer survey with at least two SEE countries was Eurobarometer 62 in 
2004. Of the 48 Eurobarometer surveys carried out since then until 2010, I selected one 
survey per year in a way that would maximize the number of SEE countries. The choice 
to analyze surveys selected in this way does not limit the generalizability of obtained 
results. The seven EB surveys are: 74.2, 72.4, 70.1, 68.1, 66.3, 64.2, and 62.0.
5  Consequently, of the 19 ISSP rounds with more than 1 SEE country, I chose the two 
surveys that include questions about trust in institutions, that is ISSP 1998 and 2008. 
6  An additional criterion for survey selection, related to their comparative character, was 
the inclusion of at least two SEE countries. Another was free online access to data and at 
least documentation. In this way, the analysis excluded for example Central and Eastern 
Eurobarometer (due to lack of trust in institutions items), the South East European Social 
Survey Project (incomplete documentation), the Eurobarometers prior to 2004 when of the 
13 countries of interest only Greece was covered, or the New Europe Barometer and data 
from surveys conducted by commercial institutions (no access to data or documentation). 
7  The first enumeration was done by W. Edwards Deming, who in 1944 listed “thirteen 
different factors that affect the usefulness of surveys”. The concept of Total Survey Error 
was elaborated by Biemer and Lyberg (2003: 13-18), see also Biemer 2010, Groves 
& Lyberg 2010. Eurostat (2000) lists seven dimensions to evaluate survey quality: 
relevance, accuracy, timeliness, accessibility and clarity, comparability, coherence and 
completeness; see also: de Leeuw 2004. For fitness-for-use approach see: Juran & Gryna 
1988. For the information systems management perspective and results of a data user 
survey see Wang and Strong (1996).
Ask. Vol. 23 (1, 2014): 57–7872
REFERENCES
Bagić, Dragan. 2011. Financial Literacy in Bosnia and Herzegovina: analytical report. 
Prepared for World Bank. http://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/1025/
download/20735 (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Bian, Yanjie & Lulu Li. 2012. The Chinese General Social Survey (2003–8): Sample 
Designs and Data Evaluation. Chinese Sociological Review 45(1): 70–97.
Biemer, Paul P. 2010. Total Survey Error - Design, Implementation, and Evaluation. 
Public Opinion Quarterly 74(5): 817–848.
Biemer, Paul. P. & Lars. E. Lyberg, 2003. Introduction to Survey Quality. Hoboken, NJ: 
Wiley.
Bracewell, Wendy & Alex Drace-Francis. 1999. South-Eastern Europe: History, 
Concepts, Boundaries. Balkanologie 3(2): 47-66.
Coenders, Marcel, Marcel Lubbers & Peer Scheepers. 2005b. Majorities’ attitudes 
towards minorities in (former) Candidate Countries of the European Union: Results 
from the Eurobarometer in Candidate Countries 2003. Report 3 for the European 
Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia. Ref. No. 2003/04/01. 
DeBell, Matthew. 2012. Computaion of Survey Weights: Bridging Theory and 
Practice. Presentation at Conference 1 of The Future of Survey Research: A Pair 
of Conferences At The National Science Foundation. October 3-4, 2012, Arlington 
(US). https://iriss.stanford.edu/sites/all/files/EDGE/DeBellOctober.pdf (Accessed 
10.08.2013).
Deming, W. Edwards. 1944. “On Errors in Surveys,” American Sociological Review 
9(4): 359-369.
Eppler, Martin J. 2006. Managing Information Quality Increasing the Value of 
Information in Knowledge-intensive Products and Processes. Heidelberg/New York: 
Springer.
European Commission Public Opinion website. http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/
index_en.htm (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Eurostat. 2000.Assessment of the quality in statistics. General standard report, 
Luxembourg, April 2000 at http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2000/11/metis/
crp.3.e.pdf (Accessed 13.05.2013).
Gallie, Duncan & Serge Paugam. 2002. Social precarity and social integration. Report 
for the European Commission, based on Eurobarometer 56. European Commission, 
Brussels.
Granda, Peter & Meinhard Moschner. 2013. Analysis of Comparative Surveys - What 
Has Changed? Tenth or Eleventh International Workshop on Comparative Survey 
Design and Implementation (CSDI). Stockholm Universitet, 21-23 March. http://
csdiworkshop.org/v2/images/2013/CSDI10-Granda.pdf (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Groves, Robert M. & Lars Lyberg.2010. Total survey error: Past, present, and future. 
Public Opinion Quarterly 74(5): 849–879.
Groves, Robert M. 2006. Non-response rates and non-response bias in household 
surveys. Public Opinion Quarterly 70(5): 646-675.
Groves, Robert. M. & Emilia Peytcheva. 2008. The impact of non-response rates on 
nonresponse bias. Public Opinion Quarterly 72(2): 167-189.
Marta Kołczyńska Representation of Southeast European Countries in International  
Survey Projects: Assessing Data Quality
73
Halman, Loek. 2001. The European Values Study: A Third Wave. Source book of the 
1999/2000 European Values Study surveys. Tilburg University. http://info1.gesis.
org/dbksearch18/download.asp?id=19002 (Accessed 10.04.2014).
Harkness, Janet A. 1999. In pursuit of quality: issues for cross-national survey research. 
International Journal of Social Research Methodology 2(2): 125-140. http://www.
ingentaconnect.com/content/routledg/tsrm/1999/00000002/00000002/art00004 
(Accessed 10.08.2013).
Haselden, Lucy & Amanda White. 2001. Developing new quality indicators in social 
surveys. Paper for the International Conference on Quality in Official Statistics. 
Stockholm, May 14 – 15. http://www.scb.se/Grupp/Produkter_Tjanster/Kurser/
Tidigare_kurser/q2001/Session_33.pdf (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Heath, Anthony, Stephen Fisher & Shawna Smith. 2005. The Globalization of Public 
Opinion Research. Annual Review of Political Science 8: 297-333. 
Hyman, Herbert H. 1954. Interviewing in social research. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 
ILO. 2012. International Standard Classification of Occupations: ISCO-08. Structure, 
group definitions and correspondence tables. http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/
public/-dgreports/-dcomm/-publ/documents/publication/wcms_172572.pdf 
(Accessed 10.08.2013).
International Organization for Standardization. 2005. ISO 9000 Quality management 
systems - Fundamentals and vocabulary. Geneva, Switzerland: International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO).
Jagodzinski, Wolfgang & Christof Wolf. 2009. Access to and Documentation of Publicly 
Financed Survey Data. RatSWD Working Paper Series. WP 84 (May).
Juran, Joseph M. & A. Blanton Godfrey (Eds.). 1988. Juran’s quality control 
handbook (5th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.
Lampe, John R. 2006. Balkans into Southeastern Europe: A Century of War and 
Transition. New York: Palgrave. Macmillan.
Lupri, Eugen. 1969, Theoretical and Methodological Problems in Cross-National 
Research. Sociologia Ruralis 9: 99-113.
Matsuo, Hideko & Geert Loosveldt. 2013. Report on quality assessment of contact data 
files in Round 5: Final report 27 countries. Working paper Centre for Sociological 
Research (CeSO) Survey Methodology CeSO/SM/2013-3. http://ess.nsd.uib.no/ess/
round5/ (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Mohorko, Anja, Edith de Leeuw & Joop Hox. 2013. Coverage Bias in European 
Telephone Surveys: Developments of Landline and Mobile Phone Coverage across 
Countries and over Time. Survey Methods: Insights from the Field. Retrieved from 
http://surveyinsights.org/?p=828
Mohler, Peter Ph. 2013. Comparative Surveys: Fit for Analysis?. Presentation prepared 
for the 11th CSDI March 21-23, 2013, Stockholm. http://csdiworkshop.org/v2/
images/2013/mohler%20cdsi%202013%20fit%20for%20use%203.pdf (Accessed 
10.08.2013).
Petrakos, Michalis, Maria Kleideri & Antonia Ieromnimon. 2010. Quality Assessment 
of the 2nd European Quality of Life Survey. Eurofound. http://www.eurofound.
europa.eu/pubdocs/2011/60/en/1/EF1160EN.pdf (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Ask. Vol. 23 (1, 2014): 57–7874
Schoene, Matthew & Marta Kolczynska. 2014. “Survey Data Harmonization and the 
Quality of Data Documentation in Cross-National Surveys.” CONSIRT Working 
Papers Series 3 (CONSIRT Labs: Methodology of Survey Data Harmonization) at 
consirt.osu.edu.
Słomczyński, Kazimierz M. & Irina Tomescu-Dubrow. 2006. Representation of 
Post-Communist European Countries in Cross-National Public Opinion Surveys. 
Problems of Post-Communism 53 (4): 42-52. 
Smith, Shawna N., Stephen D. Fisher & Anthony Heath. 2011. Opportunities and 
challenges in the expansion of cross-national survey research, International Journal 
of Social Research Methodology 14: 485-502.
TED. 2011. Tenders Electronic Daily. Supplement to the Official Journal of the European 
Union. http://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:251658-2011:TEXT:EN:HTML 
(Accessed 10.08.2013).
TNS. 2011. TNS is awarded EU Contract to Conduct Flash Eurobarometers. tnsglobal.
com. http://www.tnsglobal.com/press-release/tns-awarded-eu-contract-conduct-
flash-eurobarometers (Accessed 10.08.2013).
Todorova, Maria. 1997. Imagining the Balkans. New York: Oxford University Press.
UNESCO. 2006. International Standard Classification of Education: ISCED 1997. http://
www.uis.unesco.org/Library/Documents/isced97-en.pdf (Accessed 10.08.2013).
UNESCO. 2012. International Standard Classification of Education: ISCED 2011. 
http://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Documents/isced-2011-en.pdf (Accessed 
10.08.2013).
Warner, Uwe & Jürgen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik. 2005. Measuring Income in Comparative 
Social Survey Research; in: Jürgen H.P. Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik & Janet A. Harkness 
(Eds.). Methodological Aspects in Cross-National Research. ZUMA-Nachrichten 
Spezial 11. Mannheim: ZUMA: 203-221.
Wang, Richard. Y. & Diane M. Strong. 1996. Beyond Accuracy: What Data Quality 
Means to Data Consumers. Journal of Management Information Systems 12(4): 5-34.
Datasets
CDCEE: Rotman, David; Raychev, Andrei; Stoychev, Kancho; Hartl, Jan; Misovic, 
Ján; Mansfeldová, Zdenka; Saar, Aandrus; Fuchs, Dieter; Klingemann, Hans-Dieter; 
Roller, Edeltraud; Weßels, Bernhard; et.al. (2004): Consolidation of Democracy 
in Central and Eastern Europe 1990-2001: Cumulation PCP I und II. GESIS Data 
Archive, Cologne. ZA4054 Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.4054
European Commission (2004): Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2001.1. The 
GALLUP Organization Hungary, Budapest. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3978 
Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.3978
European Commission (2004): Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2002.2. The 
GALLUP Organization Hungary, Budapest. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3979 
Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.3979
European Commission (2004): Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2003.2. The 
GALLUP Organization Hungary, Budapest. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3983 
Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.3983
Marta Kołczyńska Representation of Southeast European Countries in International  
Survey Projects: Assessing Data Quality
75
European Commission (2004): Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2003.4. The 
GALLUP Organization Hungary, Budapest. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3986 
Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.3986
European Commission (2005): Candidate Countries Eurobarometer 2004.1. The 
GALLUP Organization Hungary, Budapest. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4246 
Data file Version 1.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.4246
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 75.3 (2011). TNS OPINION & SOCIAL, 
Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA5481 Data file Version 
1.0.0, doi:10.4232/1.10768
European Commission (2013): Eurobarometer 74.2 (2010). TNS OPINION & SOCIAL, 
Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA5449 Data file Version 
2.2.0, doi:10.4232/1.11626
European Commission (2013): Eurobarometer 74.1 (8-9 2010). TNS OPINION & 
SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA5237 Data file 
Version 4.2.0,doi:10.4232/1.11625
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 73.4 (May 2010). TNS OPINION & 
SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA5234 Data file 
Version 2.0.1,doi:10.4232/1.11479
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 72.4 (Oct-Nov 2009). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4994 Data file 
Version 3.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.11141
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 72.1 (Aug-Sep 2009). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4975 Data file 
Version 3.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.11136
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 71.3 (Jun-Jul 2009). TNS OPINION & 
SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4973 Data file 
Version 3.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.11135
European Commission (2011): Eurobarometer 71.1 (Jan-Feb 2009). TNS OPINION & 
SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4971 Data file 
Version 3.1.0,doi:10.4232/1.10993
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 70.1 (Oct-Nov 2008). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4819 Data file 
Version 3.0.2,doi:10.4232/1.10989
European Commission (2011): Eurobarometer 69.2 (Mar-May 2008). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4744 Data file 
Version 4.0.0,doi:10.4232/1.10992
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 68.1 (Sep-Nov 2007). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4565 Data file 
Version 4.0.1,doi:10.4232/1.10988
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 67.2 (Apr-May 2007). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4530 Data file 
Version 2.1.0,doi:10.4232/1.10984
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 66.3 (Nov-Dec 2006). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4528 Data file 
Version 2.0.1,doi:10.4232/1.10982
Ask. Vol. 23 (1, 2014): 57–7876
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 66.1 (Sep-Oct 2006). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4526 Data file 
Version 1.0.1,doi:10.4232/1.10980
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 65.2 (Mar-May 2006). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4506 Data file 
Version 1.0.1,doi:10.4232/1.10974
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 64.2 (Oct-Nov 2005). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4414 Data file 
Version 1.1.0,doi:10.4232/1.10970
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 63.4 (May-Jun 2005). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4411 Data file 
Version 1.1.0,doi:10.4232/1.10968
European Commission (2012): Eurobarometer 62.0 (Oct-Nov 2004). TNS OPINION 
& SOCIAL, Brussels [Producer]. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4229 Data file 
Version 1.1.0,doi:10.4232/1.10962
EBRD LITS I: European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Life in Transition 
Survey I, 2006. http://www.ebrd.com/pages/research/economics/data/lits.shtml 
(10.12.2012).
EBRD LITS II: European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Life in Transition 
Survey II, 2010. http://www.ebrd.com/pages/research/economics/data/lits.shtml 
(10.12.2012).
ESS Round 5: European Social Survey Round 5 Data (2010). Data file edition 3.0. 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of 
ESS data.
ESS Round 4: European Social Survey Round 4 Data (2008). Data file edition 4.1. 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of 
ESS data.
ESS Round 3: European Social Survey Round 3 Data (2006). Data file edition 3.4. 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of 
ESS data.
ESS Round 2: European Social Survey Round 2 Data (2004). Data file edition 3.3. 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of 
ESS data.
ESS Round 1: European Social Survey Round 1 Data (2002). Data file edition 6.3. 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of 
ESS data.
EQLS: European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions, European Quality of Life Survey, 2007 [computer file]. Colchester, Essex: 
UK Data Archive [distributor], October 2009. SN: 6299, http://dx.doi.org/10.5255/
UKDA-SN-6299-1
EVS. 2011. European Values Study 1981-2008, Longitudinal Data File. GESIS 
Data Archive, Cologne, Germany, ZA4804 Data File Version 2.0.0 (2011-12-30) 
DOI:10.4232/1.11005.
ISSP Research Group (2012): International Social Survey Program 2008: Religion 
III (ISSP 2008). GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA4950 Data file Version 2.2.0, 
doi:10.4232/1.11334.
Marta Kołczyńska Representation of Southeast European Countries in International  
Survey Projects: Assessing Data Quality
77
ISSP Research Group (2000): International Social Survey Program: Religion 
II - ISSP 1998. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3190 Data file Version 
1.0.0, doi:10.4232/1.3190.
WVS. 2009. World Value Survey 1981-2008 official aggregate v.20090901, 2009.World 
Values Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: 
ASEP/JDS, Madrid.
Marta Kołczyńska is a PhD student at the Department of Sociology, The Ohio State 
University, and the Graduate School for Social Research, Polish Academy of Sciences, 
affiliated with Cross-National Studies Interdisciplinary Research and Training Program 
(CONSIRT) of OSU and PAN. Her research interests include political attitudes, social 
inequality, and methodology, all in cross-national perspective, as well as area studies in 
Southeast Europe. E-mail: kolczynska.1@osu.edu
Ask. Vol. 23 (1, 2014): 57–7878
A
PP
EN
D
IC
ES
A
pp
en
di
x 
1.
 P
ar
tic
ip
at
io
n 
of
 S
E
E
 c
ou
nt
rie
s 
in
 c
ro
ss
-n
at
io
na
l s
ur
ve
ys
 w
ith
 tr
us
t i
n 
pa
rli
am
en
t i
te
m
 (1
99
0-
20
10
).
 
19
90
19
91
19
92
19
93
19
94
19
95
19
96
19
97
19
98
19
99
20
00
20
01
20
02
20
03
20
04
20
05
20
06
20
07
20
08
20
09
20
10
A
lb
an
ia
W
V
S
W
V
S
LI
TS
E
V
S
LI
TS
A
L
B
iH
W
V
S
W
V
S
LI
TS
E
V
S
LI
TS
B
iH
B
ul
ga
ria
C
D
C
E
E
E
V
S
W
V
S
IS
S
P
E
V
S
C
D
C
E
E
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
W
V
S
LI
TS E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
LI
TS E
B
B
G
C
ro
at
ia
W
V
S
E
V
S
E
B
E
B
LI
TS E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
IS
S
P
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
LI
TS E
B
H
R
C
yp
ru
s
IS
S
P
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
W
V
S
E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
IS
S
P
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
E
B
C
Y
G
re
ec
e
E
V
S
E
S
S
E
S
S
E
B
E
B
E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
E
B
G
R
K
os
ov
o*
E
V
S
LI
TS
K
S
M
ac
ed
on
ia
W
V
S
W
V
S
LI
TS
E
B
E
V
S
E
B
E
B
LI
TS E
B
M
K
M
on
te
ne
gr
o
W
V
S
W
V
S
LI
TS
E
V
S
LI
TS
M
E
R
om
an
ia
C
D
C
E
E
E
V
S
W
V
S
E
V
S
C
D
C
E
E
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
E
B
W
V
S
E
B
LI
TS E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
V
S
E
B
E
B
LI
TS E
B
R
O
S
er
bi
a
W
V
S
W
V
S
W
V
S
LI
TS
E
V
S
LI
TS
R
S
S
lo
ve
ni
a
C
D
C
E
E
E
V
S
W
V
S
IS
S
P
E
V
S
C
D
C
E
E
A
C
C
E
B
E
S
S
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
E
S
S
A
C
C
E
B
E
B
W
V
S
E
B
E
S
S
LI
TS E
B
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
IS
S
P
E
B
E
B
E
S
S
LI
TS E
B
S
I
Tu
rk
ey
W
V
S
W
V
S
E
V
S
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
A
C
C
E
B
E
S
S
A
C
C
E
B
E
B
E
B
LI
TS E
B
W
V
S
E
Q
LS
E
B
E
S
S
E
V
S
IS
S
P
E
B
E
B
LI
TS E
B
TR
